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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A survey exploring the needs of nonprofit organizations affiliated with the Community Foundation of the Ozarks (CFO) was designed and administered to the heads of those organizations identified by CFO during the summer of 2005.  The survey was administered to 243 nonprofit organizations. One-hundred-and-three surveys were returned for a response rate of 42.4%.  In addition, two focus groups were conducted with administrators of CFO’s endowment partners in the fall of 2005.
Following are the highlights of the survey findings and focus group findings:

· The overwhelming majority of respondents chose “Revenues” as the category of services most important to their organizations.

· Three of four individual items listed under “Revenues” were ranked in the top five among 35 items.  These were:  “Major donor development,” “Individual gift giving” and “Private foundations.”
· The lowest-ranked items were “Audits,” “Hiring and evaluating the Executive Director” and “Board term limits.”
· Respondents were asked to identify the three areas in which they needed the most support.  This open-ended question generated a variety of responses that were organized into the following categories:  Board Matters, Funding, Mission and Planning, Public Relations, and Operations.  The greatest number and variety of variety of responses was found in the Funding category.
· The Springfield focus group yielded valuable qualitative data.  The greatest need identified was to help funders better understand the needs of nonprofits.  A number of issues were raised, including a need to fund programs other than those that are “new and innovative,” problems with evaluation and collaboration requirements, the need to get alternative funding for sustainability of good programs, and the need to prematurely prepare for sustainability of brand new programs.

· Other needs or issues identified in the Springfield focus group included funding for technology, board diversity, and funding for training. 
· The Bolivar focus group also yielded valuable, though different, qualitative data.  The greatest need identified was to assist small nonprofits with fundraising.  A class in basic fundraising would be very beneficial.
· Another major need identified was for effective staffing.  For small nonprofits that operate exclusively with volunteers, the need to find the right people to fill board and volunteer slots is paramount.   
· Other needs identified in the Bolivar focus group included “start-up” training, mentoring, website assistance, and building a regional community spirit.

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY
During the summer of 2005, a survey exploring the needs of nonprofit organizations affiliated with the Community Foundation of the Ozarks (CFO) was designed and administered to the heads of those organizations identified by CFO.  The paper-and-pencil survey was designed jointly by the administration of CFO and personnel from Missouri State University’s Center for Research and Service.  The survey was administered via mail to 243 organizations.  In addition, two focus groups of heads of nonprofit organizations were conducted—one in Springfield and one in Bolivar.  Contact information for nonprofits was provided by CFO, and representatives were invited to participate via mail.  This report first details the administration and results of the surveys and then summarizes the information obtained from the focus groups.  
The needs survey was organized around five topics:  (1) mission, vision, programs and effective programs; (2) resources; (3) financial reports; (4) roles and responsibilities of boards; (5) roles and responsibilities of the executive director; and (6) operations.  Each topic was supported by specific items exploring details of that topic.  A copy of the survey appears in Appendix A.  
On June 20, 2005, the paper-and-pencil surveys were sent out to 243 nonprofit organizations the names and addresses of which were provided by the CFO’s Chief Executive Officer.  Because potential respondents were assured anonymity, another copy of the survey was again mailed out three weeks later to the same 243 organizations to enhance the response rate.  One-hundred-and-three surveys were returned with whole or partial responses as of early September for a response rate of 42.4%.  
PART 1:  QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS
Types of Nonprofit Organizations Responding
Participants were asked to identify the category that best describes the nonprofit organization that was surveyed.  The following table displays the findings in descending order of frequency.
	Category
	Number identified
	Percent identified (of 103 respondents)

	Social Services
	24
	23.3 %

	Education
	20
	19.4 %

	Health
	17
	16.5 %

	Youth
	17
	16.5 %

	Community development
	13
	12.6 %

	Arts
	10
	9.7 %

	History
	9
	8.7 %

	Environment and animals
	8
	7.8 %

	Faith based
	7
	6.8 %

	Library
	5
	4.9 %


Because respondents were not restricted to checking one category, some checked more than one:  Ninety-one respondents selected one category; five respondents selected two categories; three respondents selected three categories; and one respondent each selected five, six and nine categories.  One respondent selected no categories.
Ratings and Rankings of the Needs of Nonprofit Organizations
Respondents were instructed to rate the importance of 35 specific services or professional development possibilities using three alternatives:  “Not important / relevant to this agency at this time,” “Of moderate importance,” and “Of significant importance.”  These closed-ended questions easily lend themselves to quantitative summaries.  Data reporting the frequencies and averages of respondents’ selections are found in Appendix B.  

Table 1 displays the relative importance of the six general categories and the 35 specific items found within the categories.  The data in the table are derived from the data found in Appendix B.  
The average ratings of the specific items were converted to rank scores to identify sequential importance of the 35 items (“Overall item rank”).  Average category scores were then obtained by averaging the specific item ranks for that category (“Average category item rank”).  The resulting “category rank” sequences the importance of the category relative to the others, and the resulting “Item rank within category” sequences the specific items in that category relative to the others in that category.
It is evident from the data that the category of “Revenues” is rated and ranked the most important of the six categories.  The four items of the category capture three of the highest rankings.

Second in importance—and a distant second—is the category of “Mission, vision, programs, effective programs.”  The six items that make up this category were ranked from fifth in importance to 21st in importance.  

Closely following the second category and third in importance is the category of “Roles and responsibilities of executive director.”  The eight items that constitute this category were ranked eighth through 26th in importance.

Again closely following the second category and fourth in importance is the category of “Roles and responsibilities of boards.”  The seven items in this category were ranked from third in importance to 34th in importance.

Fifth in importance—and distant from the second, third and fourth categories—is the category of “Operations.”  The seven items in this category were ranked from 14th to 35th in importance.

Closely following the fifth category and last in importance is the category of “Financial reports.”  The three items in this category were ranked 25th, 27th and 33rd. 

TABLE 1
Rankings of Potential Services or Professional Development

	Potential services or type of professional development
	Category rank 
	Average category item rank 
	Item rank within category
	Overall item rank
 (out of 35)

	Revenues
	1 
	3.4
	
	

	a) Major donor development
	
	
	1
	1

	b) Individual gift giving
	
	
	2
	2

	c) Private foundations
	
	
	3
	4

	d) Grantwriting
	
	
	4
	6.5

	
	
	
	
	

	Mission, vision, programs, effective programs
	2
	14.4
	
	

	             a)   Capacity building
	
	
	1
	5

	b) Strategic planning
	
	
	2
	9.5

	c) Program development
	
	
	3
	13

	d) Program evaluation 
	
	
	4
	18

	e) Visioning process
	
	
	5
	20

	f) Mission
	
	
	6
	21

	
	
	
	
	

	Roles & responsibilities of the Executive Director
	3
	15.9
	
	

	a) Fundraising
	
	
	1
	8

	b) Communications / community relations
	
	
	2
	9.5

	c) Annual planning
	
	
	3
	12

	d) Financial management
	
	
	4
	15

	e) Mission and strategic direction
	
	
	5
	16

	f) Management / administration
	
	
	6
	19

	g) Programming
	
	
	7
	22

	h) Human resources
	
	
	8
	26

	
	
	
	
	

	Roles & responsibilities of boards
	4
	17.6
	
	

	a) Raising revenue
	
	
	1
	3

	b) Developing board strength
	
	
	2
	6.5

	c) Goal-setting, policymaking, strategic planning
	
	
	3
	11

	d) Insuring compliance with requirements
	
	
	4
	17

	e) Budget approval and fiscal oversight
	
	
	5
	24

	f) Determining mission and purpose
	
	
	6
	28

	g) Hiring and evaluating the Executive Director
	
	
	7
	34


TABLE 1 (continued)
Rankings of Potential Services or Professional Development

	Potential services or type of professional development
	Category rank 
	Average category item rank 
	Item rank within category
	Overall item rank

 (out of 35)

	Operations
	5
	27.7
	
	

	a) Investment and cash management policies
	
	
	1
	14

	b) Board giving policy
	
	
	2
	23

	c) Diversity 
	
	
	3
	29

	d) Policies concerning conflict of interest or self-dealing
	
	
	4
	30

	e) Personnel policies
	
	
	5
	31

	f) Bylaws
	
	
	7
	32

	g) Board term limits
	
	
	6
	35

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Financial Reports
	6
	28.3
	
	

	a) Financial statements and reports
	
	
	1
	25

	b) Organization-wide budgets
	
	
	2
	27

	c) Audits
	
	
	3
	33

	
	
	
	
	


PART 2:  QUALITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS 

Respondents were invited to write up to three entries in response to the question, “Please identify three areas where you most need support.”  Forty-three (41.7 % of the 103 respondents) provided at least one comment; 31 (30.1 % of the 103 respondents) provided a second comment; and 27 (26.2 % of the 103 respondents) provided a third comment.  
Below are respondents’ comments grouped according to thematic category.  Comments are most often reported verbatim.  (Note that the number of responses may not sum to the number of respondents due to some responses being counted in more than one category.)

	Board Matters

	· A diversity of board members

	· Board awareness of the state of the non-profit climate in our community—minimizing duplication of services, resources, etc.

	· Board development

· Board development—how to get a board member to attend such training

· Board development raising funds

	· Board diversity

	· Board leadership—developing offices to take over leadership

	· Board motivation

	· Board participation

	· Board term limits and participation

	· Board training or leadership roles for Board members

	· Developing board strength

	· Fundraising as it relates to board members

	· How to give every board member a reasonable job

	· Operations of the board

	· Role-responsibilities of board

	· Roles and responsibilities of boards

	· To get board members excited and involved

	· To get board members that have interest in community and not just friends

	· Train board officers


	Funding

	· Advertising for endowment

	· Asking for help from donors—understanding how

	· Board development raising funds

	· Building donor base

	· Capacity fund building

	· Endowment 

	· Endowment building

	· Establishing an easy way for donors to give without tying up all our staff time dealing with paperwork

	· Estate planning

	· Expanding out corporate and individual base 

	· Financial support for Capital Campaign

	· Finding adequate funds for operations and programs

	· Finding donors

	· Fund development

	· Fund development, including grant writing

	· Funding on projects

	· Fundraising 

	· Fundraising / Revenues [7 responses]

	· Fundraising and major donor development

	· Fundraising and recruiting major donors

	· Fundraising as it relates to board members

	· Fundraising—building skills from the ground up

	· Getting other board members motivated to ask for money—discuss endowing money with local patrons

	· Grant writing, major donor development, individual gift giving

	· Grants 

	· Grantwriting 

· Getting grant allocations

· Grant money to carry out projects

· Learning to write grants

	· Grant-writing opportunities and availability

	· Identification of funding sources

	· Identifying available funds to match with our organization’s needs

	· Identifying donors

	· Identifying major grant foundations that support “art” projects in rural communities

	· Identifying potential planned-giving donors and how to ask / receive results

	· Investment policies

	· Investments and cash management policies

	· Local patrons

	· Major donor base

	· Major donor development

	· New fundraising ideas and methods

	· Obtaining operating

	· Operating costs

	· Planned giving [2 responses]

· Developing planned giving program

· Planned giving—especially bequests—making the ask

· Planned giving program facilities by CFO

	· Planned giving development

	· Raising endowment dollars

	· Raising general operating funds

	· Resources 

	· The perfect proposal to an individual donor

	· We wish we could get financial support for adding staff


	Mission, Planning

	· Goal setting—how those goals are to be achieved—timeline

	· Goal-setting and strategic planning

	· Identifying community priorities

	· Identifying programs you see that  the community needs and helping us form partnerships to meet those needs

	· Long-range visioning

	· Mission and purpose

	· Mission and strategic direction

	· Mission and strategic direction

	· Strategic planning

	· Strategic planning 


	Public Relations

	· Advertising for endowment

	· Community  / community relations

	· Community awareness

	· Community awareness of what we are doing

	· Community relations / information

	· Educating local communities to CFO—potential for benefit

	· Education for myself and the public

	· Education of public about foundations

	· Gain local support

	· Marketing plans

	· Printed materials for distribution

	· Public awareness

	· Public relations


	Operations

	· Accounting 

	· Building local participation in programs (over half of participants in many programs come from out of town!)

	· Bylaws 

	· Gain senior participation

	· Human resources [2 responses]

	· Increasing computer knowledge and skills

	· Insuring compliance with requirements

	· Marketing and development costs and personnel

	· Office space / storage

	· Operations 

	· Organization of responsibilities

	· Recruiting and training volunteers

	· Setting up a system on getting letter, thank yous, etc out to the community

	· Volunteer recruitment, management and retention


	Comments not classified above

	· Defining and developing diversity

	· Development 

	· Education for myself

	· Education of myself and the public 

	· Educational program costs and personnel

	· Fostering collaboration among local foundations within a framework that lets the individual foundations maintain their diversity

	· I need help in all these areas and welcome all education opportunities available

	· Networking and cooperation between organizations with similar missions

	· Program evaluation

	· Self-supported at this time

	· These are all important services / types of professional development

	· We are so small that we would like to have communication with other literacy councils with established endowments. 

	· We need grant support for individual projects / programs rather than always having to collaborate with other groups.  Collaboration is fine sometimes, but we are first and foremost individual organizations with our own set of programs and needs.


 Written comments not directly addressing non-profits’ needs
· I don’t believe that you are doing a good job with your current limited mission 
· I’m not at all sure that the non-profit community wishes to cede leadership in these areas to CFO, nor that you are capable of providing that leadership.  

Reinforcing the results found with the closed-ended survey questions, respondents to the open-ended questions about need cited financial matters as most important.  A second area of overlap between the two types of items is the concern with board matters.  

Emergent among the responses to the open-ended questions is the category of public relations.  
PART 3:  RESULTS FROM THE SPRINGFIELD FOCUS GROUP
A focus group of non-profit agency directors was held in Springfield on September 15, 2005.  Nine persons attended. The discussion was initiated by asking participants about the general needs of nonprofits.  In the next hour-and-a-half, participants discussed a variety of issues.  

The greatest need identified was to help funders better understand the needs of nonprofits.  Focus group participants identified a variety of gaps in communication between grant makers and nonprofits that make the funding process unnecessarily difficult.

· Funders should understand that there is a cost to doing business.  Someone has to pay the bills, balance the checkbook, and so on.  Private foundations, in particular, are less willing to include “core funding” in a grant.  As one participant said, “Foundations and others – they want nonprofits to behave like a business but they don’t treat them like a business.”  Many nonprofits do not apply for grants because they are unable to absorb the cost of administration.  

· There is a tendency for grant makers to fund programs that are “new and innovative.”  However, many nonprofits are doing the same thing they have been doing for 20 years, and there is nothing wrong with that if an ongoing need is being met.  Some participants also felt that funders should look at how to accomplish community objectives with the organizations that are already in place instead of creating something new.

· Participants wondered why programs have to be “endlessly evaluated.”  Once a program has been established as a best practice, they wondered why further evaluation was necessary.

· Some things are not measurable yet many funders want only program components that are measurable.  “How do you measure character building?” asked one participant.  It was the opinion of the group that if funders are going to demand outcome measures, they must be willing to pay for them.  Grants for small amounts of money often have the same stringent outcome measurement requirements that are found in grants for large amounts, leading one participant to comment that such grants are “way too much work.” There was consensus among the group that a $1,500 grant should not have the same evaluation requirements as a $200,000 grant.

· It was reported that some nonprofits have to add components to their programs in order to get money designated for collaborative projects.  These are add-ons that the organizations would not normally have included.  From the nonprofits’ perspective, grant makers often “force you to collaborate to get money.”  On the other hand, one participant identified a need for more nonprofits to work together for larger pools of money.

· Sustainability is another requirement on grant applications that some participants took issue with.  Many foundations require that grant seekers include plans to sustain the program after the grant funding is gone.  The group wondered why this was the case and why, if the program is a good one, it cannot continue to be funded by the grant makers.  As one participant said, “If it works, I think it’s okay to keep asking for the funds rather than funding something new and novel.”  In addition, sustainability plans may not be evident at the beginning of the grant.  It is only after the program has been operating for a period of time that plans for sustainability become apparent.

· Finally, the group expressed frustration at funders telling them what kind of program is wanted in overly specific terms.  One participant put it this way:  “All of us in the nonprofit sector – we fill a need.  We know what we’re doing.  We don’t need to be told to do this.”

Another issue discussed at some length was training.  The group agreed that funding for training is badly needed.  While for-profit organizations typically have money built into their budgets for training, nonprofits do not and it is very difficult for them to get funding for this purpose.

· Although the participants agreed that some generic training, such as grant writing, could be beneficial for entry-level employees, they were not particularly in favor of more advanced training that would include nonprofits from different disciplines.  According to several participants, one of the best things about nonprofit training is the opportunity to network with others in your field.  Staff from nonprofits are less likely to attend training where different disciplines will be represented because there is not that opportunity to network.

· Another problem associated with training is the variety of skill levels of the people who attend.  For some the training may be over their heads.  Others may know more than the trainer and wonder “Why did I come?”

There was also a brief discussion of board needs.  There were mixed views on training for board members.  Some thought that training should be for staff, not board members, and that the staff could then train the board members.  Others thought there should be direct training for board members.

· One challenge for boards is diversity, especially attempts to include minorities.  Given that Springfield is “the seventh whitest community in the country,” diversity is an especially challenging issue.   A suggestion was made to offer training for minorities who are interested in serving on boards.  Leadership skills would be needed in many cases.  Leadership Springfield would be a natural venue, but there is apparently a very long waiting list to get into that program.  An essential component of training would be to help members of the minority community understand the reasons why it is worthwhile for them to be on boards—what could be accomplished in their neighborhoods and the community.

During the course of the discussion, a number of other needs were identified.  These are detailed below:

· Funding for technology is needed.  The nonprofits saw technology as one way to build capacity.  In fact, the elements of capacity building were discussed.  The group’s definition included such things as training and infrastructure, as well as technology.

· A suggestion was made for donor training.  One participant’s idea of donor training was to have donors specify to nonprofits what they wanted from them as donors–how they wanted to be approached for money, how often they wanted to be contacted, and so on.  Another idea of donor training was to assist donors in making wise decisions with their money.  One participant commented that this was probably more of a “donors training donors” issue.

· The group agreed that financial accountability is an enormous concern for nonprofits.  One participant put it this way:  “If any of us are fired, it won’t be because we don’t know programs.  We’ll be fired because something went wrong with the books.”  This is of particular importance for very small nonprofits, where the same person may pay the bills and also reconcile the checking account.  Such situations may be unavoidable because there simply are not enough people in the organization.  

· The sophistication required to run a nonprofit is routinely underestimated.  Anything that CFO could do to elevate the profession would be very beneficial to nonprofits in general.  There is also an expectation that if one believes in what one is doing, one should do it for free.  Several participants reported being asked more than once, “Do you get paid for what you do?”

· The group agreed that a glaring need for all nonprofits is a way to meaningfully include minorities in their organizations.  If that is not done, there is a danger of parallel organizations being formed, such as a Hispanic Chamber of Commerce.  In some communities, that has already happened.

· One participant reported that the financial help from CFO in managing funds was very helpful to her organization.  A related question was then posed:  Could CFO assist with audits of smaller nonprofits?  That would be extremely helpful. A standard budget threshold for a nonprofit to have an audit was reported to be $100,000.

· A suggestion was made for CFO and other foundations to “certify” agencies that have applied for previous funding so they would not have to “jump through all the administrative hoops” such as lists of board members, audits, etc.

PART 4:  RESULTS FROM THE BOLIVAR FOCUS GROUP
A focus group of non-profit agency directors was held in Bolivar on November 3, 2005.  Five persons attended.  Unlike the focus group in Springfield, which was comprised of mostly larger, well-established nonprofits, the participants in Bolivar came from small organizations, many of whom were only recently formed.

The discussion was initiated by asking participants about the general needs of nonprofits.  Although a variety of issues were discussed, the group often returned to the theme of fundraising and funding needs, core needs identified by participants.  The group agreed that small nonprofits would benefit from a “Fundraising 101” class which would cover the basics:  how to ask for money, whom to ask, when to ask, how to be brave enough to ask, how to network, and how to advertise effectively when funds are needed.  A class could “walk” the groups through the basic process of fundraising.  A reference book or packet that the nonprofits could take with them after the training would be helpful as well.

· There is a need for funds and support for groups to get 501(c)(3) status.  Training might be useful as well.  There is some assistance available through the University of Missouri Extension Center.  In addition to the 501(c)(3) expense, groups then have to file income taxes every year, which is another expense.

· Funds to pay for a part-time staff person would be a great help.  Unfortunately, if a grant is written for such a position, it is usually temporary.  Interest on a large endowment fund was identified as possibly the best way to pay for staff.  As one participant put it, “I keep talking about that with my board, that we need to build our endowment fund so that we aren’t held hostage every year.  And they’re so busy thinking about how they’re going to pay for the next event that they can’t think about the big picture.”

Board and staff development was discussed and identified as a need.  One participant described an advisory board developed for her organization.  The advisory board never took ownership so it was unsuccessful.  Now the advisory board has been disbanded and committees are being formed to get people more involved.  They hope this will be a way to build future board members.  It is also important to involve “locals” on the board, which gives them more legitimacy.

Motivation and rewards for engagement were discussed.  Several of the nonprofits represented were all-volunteer.  One agency director pointed out that all the needs that were being discussed required man hours which many groups may not have.  The key, according to the group, is finding the right fit between a volunteer and an organization.  The organization and its mission needs to be “a priority in their life.”  One participant asked another how her nonprofit became her passion.  Her answer was a testament to the value of nonprofits, which she described as a “perfect place to learn.  I had never thought I could write a grant…To accomplish the things that I personally feel I’ve accomplished in the last 17 years, using the nonprofit group, I’ve been paid back a million dollars.”

Community issues were also discussed.  One participant felt that more communication is needed with the public to let them know what the needs are and what good work the nonprofits are doing.  Unfortunately, this often costs money.  An organization can only get so many free PSAs before having to pay for advertising, which many small nonprofits cannot afford.

· Building a regional community spirit was also identified as a challenge and a need.  There is competition between organizations and even towns.  Another barrier is that many communities are resistant to and fearful of change.  However, it is easier for organizations to work together if they view each other as viable institutions.  The group was not sure what CFO might do to help but wanted the issue to be reflected in this report because they felt it was a very important issue.

Other needs identified were as follows:

· “Start-up” training for new nonprofits – how to write bylaws, how to organize meetings, how to get members involved, the real “nuts and bolts” issues.

· Small nonprofits just getting started need physical space.  It gives the organization visibility, stability and permanence in the eyes of the community.

· Nonprofit mentoring.  Larger nonprofits could help smaller organizations get established.  A regional directory, similar to The Directory done by the Springfield-Greene County Library, would also be of use.

· Website development assistance

· Graphic design assistance for flyers, brochures, and other printed materials

· “Brand recognition.”  The missions of newer nonprofits are often confused with older, more established groups.  People tend to donate to the more established agencies as well.

· A directory of granting agencies, classified by category, would be very helpful for small nonprofits.  Alternatively, a CFO staff person devoted to this purpose (a “marriage maker”) would work as well.  Small nonprofits do not have the staff to do extensive research on their own.

· More accurate and/or effective communication is needed from CFO to area nonprofits.  One participant believed that CFO was much more likely to give grant money to social service rather than arts organizations.  Her organization has never applied for funds from CFO because she thought they would not have a chance to get funded.
· Finally, economic development needs were discussed briefly.  While not specifically related to nonprofits, these needs were relevant to the overall discussion.  There was a consensus that there is a need to “grow” the community carefully.  It is a challenge to find businesses that will be good for tourism but will also help maintain the identities of local communities.
APPENDIX A

 Nonprofit Needs Assessment

2005
1. Please check the category that best describes your nonprofit.


___ Arts


___ Community development


___ Education


___ Environment and animals


___ Faith based


___ Health


___ History


___ Library


___ Social services


___ Youth
2. How important are each of the following services to your nonprofit?  CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM.

	Potential services or type of professional development
	Not important/relevant to this agency at this time
	Of moderate importance
	Of significant importance

	I. Mission, vision, programs, effective programs
	1
	2
	3

	a) Mission
	1
	2
	3

	b) Visioning process
	1
	2
	3

	c) Program development
	1
	2
	3

	d) Strategic planning
	1
	2
	3

	e) Program evaluation
	1
	2
	3

	             f)    Capacity building
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	II. Revenues
	1
	2
	3

	a) Grantwriting
	1
	2
	3

	b) Private foundations
	1
	2
	3

	c) Individual gift giving
	1
	2
	3

	d) Major donor development
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	III. Financial Reports
	1
	2
	3

	a) Organization-wide budgets
	1
	2
	3

	b) Audits
	1
	2
	3

	c) Financial statements and reports
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	


	Potential services or type of professional development
	Not important/relevant to this agency at this time
	Of moderate importance
	Of significant importance

	IV. Roles & responsibilities of boards
	1
	2
	3

	a) Determining mission and purpose
	1
	2
	3

	b) Goal-setting, policymaking, strategic planning
	1
	2
	3

	c) Budget approval and fiscal oversight
	1
	2
	3

	d) Hiring and evaluating the Executive Director
	1
	2
	3

	e) Insuring compliance with requirements
	1
	2
	3

	f) Raising revenue
	1
	2
	3

	g) Developing board strength
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	V. Roles & responsibilities of the Executive Director
	1
	2
	3

	a) Mission and strategic direction
	1
	2
	3

	b) Annual planning
	1
	2
	3

	c) Financial management
	1
	2
	3

	d) Fundraising
	1
	2
	3

	e) Communications / community relations
	1
	2
	3

	f) Programming
	1
	2
	3

	g) Management / administration
	1
	2
	3

	h) Human resources
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	
	

	VI. Operations
	1
	2
	3

	a) Written policies
	1
	2
	3

	1. Board term limits
	1
	2
	3

	2. Board giving policy
	1
	2
	3

	3. Personnel policies
	1
	2
	3

	4. Policies concerning conflict of interest or self-dealing
	1
	2
	3

	5. Diversity
	1
	2
	3

	6. Investment and cash management policies
	1
	2
	3

	             7.   Bylaws
	1
	2
	3


Please identify three areas where you most need support.

1._________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2._________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3._________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Thanks for your participation in the survey.

APPENDIX B
Summary Data of Nonprofit Needs Assessment Survey
The table below organizes and summarizes the quantitative data obtained through the survey of nonprofit organizations.  The table is arrayed much like the original survey (see Appendix A for a copy of the survey).  Columns represent (1) the service or professional development need, (2) the number of respondents for specific items, (3 - 5) the number and percentage of respondents who selected each of the three alternatives of level of importance, and (6) the resulting means and standard deviations for the specific item.  

Because means are expressed in the same arithmetic units as the alternatives for the three levels of importance, they can be read as directly summarizing those levels.  For example, the value of 1.97 obtained as the mean rating for Item Ia. (“Mission”) indicates that, on average, respondents rated this as “moderately important.”  Note the highest value of 2.73 was for Item IId (Major donor development).

	Potential services or type of professional development
	Number of respondents to item
	Not important  / relevant to this agency at this time (1)
	Of moderate importance (2)
	Of significant importance (3)
	Mean rating (and standard deviation)

	I. Mission, vision, programs, effective programs
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Mission
	94
	    34  (36.2 %)
	    29  (30.9 %)
	   31  (33.0 %)
	1.97  (.835)

	b) Visioning process
	95
	32  (33.7)
	33  (34.7)
	30  (31.6)
	1.98  (.812)

	c) Program development
	96
	25  (26.0)
	32  (33.3)
	39  (40.6)
	2.15  (.808)

	d) Strategic planning
	95
	15  (15.8)
	33  (34.7)
	47  (49.5)
	2.34  (.738)

	e) Program evaluation
	95
	25  (26.3)
	40  (42.1)
	30  (31.6)
	2.05  (.763)

	f) Capacity building
	96
	13  (13.5)
	24  (25.0)
	59  (61.5)
	2.48  (.725)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	II. Revenues
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Grantwriting
	94
	    19  (20.2 %)
	    16  (17.0 %)
	    59  (62.8 %)
	2.43  (.810)

	b) Private foundations
	95
	12  (12.6)
	24  (25.3)
	59  (62.1)
	2.49  (.713)

	c) Individual gift giving
	97
	8  (8.2)
	19  (19.6)
	70  (72.2)
	2.64  (.632)

	d) Major donor development
	97
	8  (8.2)
	10  (10.3)
	79  (81.4)
	2.73  (.604)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	III. Financial Reports
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Organization-wide budgets
	97
	    34  (35.1 %)
	    41  (42.3 %)
	    22  (22.7 %)
	1.88  (.754)

	b) Audits
	96
	44  (45.8)
	37  (38.5)
	15  (15.6)
	1.70  (.727)

	c) Financial statements and reports
	98
	35  (35.7)
	37  (37.8)
	26  (26.5)
	1.91  (.788)

	Potential services or type of professional development
	Number of respondents to item
	Not important / relevant to this agency at this time (1)
	Of moderate importance (2)
	Of significant importance (3)
	Mean rating (and standard deviation)

	IV. Roles & responsibilities of boards
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Determining mission and purpose
	82
	    31  (37.8 %)
	    31  (37.8 %)
	    20  (24.4 %)
	1.87  (.782)

	b) Goal-setting, policymaking, strategic planning
	82
	15  (18.3)
	32  (39.0)
	35  (42.7)
	2.24  (.746)

	c) Budget approval and fiscal oversight
	83
	27  (32.5)
	34  (41.0)
	22  (26.5)
	1.94  (.771)

	d) Hiring and evaluating the Executive Director
	83
	43  (51.8)
	23  (27.7)
	17  (20.5)
	1.69  (.795)

	e) Insuring compliance with requirements
	83
	24  (28.9)
	28  (33.7)
	31  (37.3)
	2.08  (.815)

	f) Raising revenue
	84
	7  (8.3)
	17  (20.2)
	60  (71.4)
	2.63  (.636)

	g) Developing board strength
	81
	 9  (11.1)
	28  (34.6)
	44  (54.3)
	2.43  (.688)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	V. Roles & responsibilities of the Executive Director
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Mission and strategic direction
	77
	    25  (32.5 %)
	    20  (26.0 %)
	    32  (41.6 %)
	2.09  (.861)

	b) Annual planning
	77
	19  (24.7)
	22  (28.6)
	36  (46.8)
	2.22  (.821)

	c) Financial management
	78
	24  (30.8)
	21  (26.9)
	33  (42.3)
	2.12  (.853)

	d) Fundraising
	78
	13  (16.7)
	21  (26.9)
	44  (56.4)
	2.40  (.762)

	e) Communications / community relations
	79
	16  (20.3)
	20  (25.3)
	43  (54.4)
	2.34  (.799)

	f) Programming
	77
	25  (32.5)
	30  (39.0)
	22  (28.6)
	1.96  (.785)

	g) Management / administration
	77
	29  (37.7)
	19  (24.7)
	29  (37.7)
	2.00  (.874)

	h) Human resources
	77
	29  (37.7)
	27  (35.1)
	21  (27.3)
	1.90  (.804)


	Potential services or type of professional development
	Number of respondents to item
	Not important / relevant to this agency at this time (1)
	Of moderate importance (2)
	Of significant importance (3)
	Mean rating (and standard deviation)

	VI. Operations
	
	
	
	
	

	a) Written policies
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Board term limits
	81
	    43  (53.1 %)
	    26  (32.1 %)
	    12  (14.8 %)
	1.62  (.734)

	2. Board giving policy
	82
	29  (35.4)
	28  (34.1)
	25  (30.5)
	1.95  (.815)

	3. Personnel policies
	80
	34  (42.5)
	28  (35.1)
	18  (22.5)
	1.80  (.786)

	4. Policies concerning conflict of interest or self-dealing
	83
	35  (42.5)
	29  (34.9)
	19  (22.9)
	1.81  (.788)

	5. Diversity
	81
	36  (44.4)
	23  (28.4)
	22  (27.2)
	1.83  (.834)

	6. Investment and cash management policies
	83
	23  (27.7)
	26  (31.3)
	34  (41.0)
	2.13  (.823)

	7. Bylaws
	84
	35  (41.7)
	34  (40.5)
	15  (17.9)
	1.76  (.738)
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